AUG. 10. 2007 3:06PM 5106630920 



RECEIV^P 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER NO. 736 P. 1 

AUG 1 0 2007 



REMARKS 

In the OMce Action, the Examiner objected to the specification, rejected claims 1-2, 
4^8, and 34-47 under 35 USC 1 12, and rejected the claims under 35 USC §102 and 35 USC 
§ 103. Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections. 

The specification and claims have been amended to correct various typographical 
errors. Claims 1-2, 4-9» 1 1-27. and 29-42 remain pending. 

Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested based on the foUowiag 
remarks. 



REJECTION OF CLAIMS UNPER35 USC S102 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-2, 4, 6-S, and 42 imder 35 USC 
§102(e) as being anticipated by Brendel, U-S- Patent No. 6,587,438> CBrendeF hereinafter). 
This r^'ection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites, in part: 

"sending a plurality of response p ackets in respome to teceivaig the service request, 
each of &e plurality of response p ackets identift^ng a different type of service via which to 
s^d the one of the plurality of response packct so orregponding p adeeL wherein the type of 
service directly corresponds to a service provide r such that each of the plurality of response 

packets identifies a different one of a plurality of service providers: and 

maintaining a mapping of each diflferent type of service to an IP address^ thereby 
enabling the service request to be processed via an IP address associated with a type of 
service identified ia a first one of the plurality of response p ackets to be received." 

It is important to note that Brendel says nothing about sending a plurality of response, 
packets, where each of the response packets identifies a different type of service, where the 
^c of service directly corresponds to a service provider such that each of the plurality of 
respoi2se packets identifies a difFerent one of a plurality of service providers. Moreover, 
Brendel says nothing about maintaining a mapping of each diflSarent type of service to an IP 
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addzes$> wbere tixe lype of service directly coiresponds to a different one of a plurality of , 
service piovidets. 

In feet, Breudel says nofhijag about transmitting a plurality of response packets, where 
each response packet is transmitted via a different one of a plurality of service providers. 
Rather, col. 5, lines 57-64 of Brendel indicate that each packet is transmitted via the same 
ISP. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that Brendel fails to anticipate the claims 
1-2, 4, 6-8, and 42, 



REJECTION OF CLAIMS UNDER 35 USC S103 

In the Office Action, the Examiner r^ected claims 5, 9, 1 1-20, and 22-26 under 35 
USC § 103 as being unpatentable over Brendel, in view of Coughlin, U.S. Patent No. 
6,810,41 1, CCoughlin' hereinaft^). This rgection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicant respectfiilly asserts that Coughlin fails to cure the deficiencies of Brendel, 
as set forth above. Moreover, it is important to note that Bregndel indicates that each packet 
be transmitted via the same ISP. See col. 5, lines 57-64. As such. Applicant respectfully 
asserts that Brendel teaches away from transmitting a plurality of response packets, where 
eadti of the response packets is transxmtted via a different ISP. In addition, although 
Coug^blin toadies moping host names to P addresses, Coughlin fails to show or suggest a 
savice field that indicates a type of service conreqjondiag to one of the plurality of service 
providers. Moreover, the combination of the cited references would fail to achieve the 
desired result Accordingly, Applicant respectfully asserts that claims 5, 9, 1 1-20, and 22-26 
are patentable over the cited references. 

In the OfHce Action, the Examiner rejected claim 21 under 35 USC §103 as being 
unpatentable over Brendel, ia view of CoughMn, in view of Brendel, U.S. Pateat No, 
6,18>41 1, (*Brendel2' hereinafter). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner admits that Brendel and Coughlin do not spiecifically teach wherein the 
client DNS sgtvgc is configured to obtain an IP address of the service provider coixesponding 
to the type of service from a mapprng table. The Examiner seeks to cure the deficiencies of 
Brendel and Coughlin with Brendel2. 
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Applicant respectfully asserts that Bretjjdel2 fails to cure the deficiencies of Breadel 
and Coughlin, a$ $et forth above. As set forth above, Brendel requires that each packet be 
trazismitted via the same ISP. See col. 5, liaes 57-64. As suck, Applicant respectfully asserts 
that Brendel teaches away from transmitimg a plurality of response packets, where each of 
Hie response packets is transmitted via a different ISP. In addition, altbou^ Coughlin 
teaches mapping host names to IP addresses, Coughlin fails to show or suggest a service field 
that indicates a type of service corresponding to one of the plurality of service providers. 
BrendeI2 &ils to cure the deficiencies of Brendel and Coughlin. As such, the combuiation of 
liie cited ref^ences would fail to achieve the desired result* Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully asserts that claim 21 is patentable over the cited references. 

In the Office Action^ the Examiner rejected claims 27, 29-33, and 38-41 under 35 
use §103 as being unpatentable over Brendel, in view of Coughlin Bohannon et al, U.S. 
Patent No. 7, 103,651, ('Bohannon' hereinafter). This rejection is respectfiiUy traversed. 

Applicant respectfolly asserts that Bohaxtoon fails to cure the defici^ocies of Brendel, 
as set forth above. As set forth above, Brendel requires that each packet be traxusnutted via 
the same ISP. See col. 5, lines 57-64. As such, Applicant respectfiilly asserts that Brendel 
teaches away from tramsniittirxg a plurality of response packets, where each of ttie response 
packets is transmitted via a difiTerent ISP. Bohannon Sails to cin-e the deficiencies of Brendel. 
As such, the combination of the dted references would &il to achieve the desired result. 
Accordingly, AppHcant respectfully asserts ttiat claims 27, 29-33, and 38-41 are patentable 
over the cited references. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 34-37 und^ 35 USC §103 as being 
unpatentable over Brendel and Bohannon, in view of Coughlin. This rejection is respectfiilly 
tcavecsed. 

Applicant respectfully asserts that Coughlin fails to cure the deficiencies of Brendel 
and Bohannon. As set fordi above, Brendel requires that each packet be transmitted via the 
same ISP. See col. 5, lines 57-64. As such. Applicant respectfully asserts ^t Brendel 
teaches away from transmitting a plurality of response packets, where each of the response 
packets is transmitted via a dififerent ISP, Coughlin similarly refers to 'the ISP," thereby 
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implying that a plurality of packets are transmitted via a single ISP. As such. Applicant 
respectfiilly asserts that the combination of the cited references would fail to achieve the 
desired result Accordingly, Applicant respectfully asserts that claims 34-37 are patentable 
over the cited references. 

Based on the foregoing^ it i$ submitted that the remaining independent claims are also 
patentable over the cited references. In addition, it is submitted that the dependent claims are 
also patentable for at least the same reasons. The limitations recited in the independent 
claims or the dependent claims are not further-discussed as the above-discussed reasons are 
clearly sufficient to distinguish the pending claims firom the cited art. Thus, it is respectfully 
requested that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of the claims under 35 USC §103. 

SUMMARY 

If there are any issues remaining which the Examiner believes coxild be resolved 
thioui^ either a Supplemental Response or an Examiner's Amendment, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to contact the undersigned attorney at the telephone number listed 
below. 

Applicants h^by petition for an extension of time which may be required to 
maintam the pendency of this case, and any required fee for such extension or any further fee 
required in comiection with the filing of this Amendm^t is to be charged to Deposit Account 
No, 50-0388 (Order No. CISCP199), 

Respectfully submitted. 




Elise IL Heilbrunn 
Reg. No. 42,649 



PO Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(510)663-1100 
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